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-~ JUSTICE KAPALA delivered the opinion of the court:”
. These consolidated appea1§ are before this court after our supreme court, on August 4, 2006,
entered an order denying a motion by the Pedple of the State of Illinois (the State) under Supreme

" Court Rule 3 02(b) (13410l 2d R. 362(b)) for expedited review and to stay ordc;rs'.of respondent, the

" Illinois Commerce Commission (ICC). In the same order, pursuant to its supervisory authority, our

,- supreme court consolidated four appgals ﬁleld”in the Fourth District With seven consolidated appeals
éending in this court. Pn'ﬁr " our supreme court's order of August 4, 2006, the State filed (1) 2
motion to dismiss the petition for direct rev:ew iiled by petitioners-appeliants Central Tilinois Light
Company,. Central Illinois Public ASe_rvice Company; and Illinois Power Company tcollectiwly .

‘Ameren), docketed as No. 4--06--0118 in the Fourth District, and to fransfer.tﬁe remaining causes
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to the First District; and (2) a motion to dismiss on‘e of the petitions foif difect‘revieiv filed by

‘petltloner-appellantConunonwealthEdlson (ComEd) docketedmthlscourt asNo. 2--06—-0149 and _

- to transfer the remammg causes pendmg before this court to the F:rst District. On August 21, 2006

we entered an @rder grantmg the motions to dlsrmss appeal Nos. 4--06--0118 and 2--06--0149, and
denymg the motmns to transfer Thls opinion explams our rauonale
I BACKGROUND
On Ianuary 24, 2006, the ICC 1ssued an order in ICC caseNo 05--0159 (the ComEd order)
_anﬂ ém_ orderi m ICC consohdaxed case Nos.l 05-70160, 05.—.—0161, and 05--0162 (the Ameren orde_r). N
. Various pﬁrﬁes and intefvenoré filed dpplications for rehearmg m the ICC. To iliustrate the
‘progressxon of events aﬂer the ICC issued the ComEd and Ameren orders, we set forth the follomng o

| _.chronologles

-ComEd's Appeals filed in the Second Dlstnct' _
12406 ICCﬁledt}wComEd order and served it on the parties

i-ZS-Oﬁ | | ComEd filed its apphcatlon for rehea.nng in the ICC
z;s-o's R (¢ demed ComEd's application for rehearmg _
2906 © ComEd filed a petition for direct review in the Second District (No. 2--06—
| 0149) o
2-23-06 : : Staie and other parﬁe§ ﬁled applications for rehearing in the ICC:
“ 3-10-06 - - ICCdisposed of ths last pendmg apphcatlons for rehea.nng

31606 State ﬁled a petzt:on for direct review in the First District (No. 1--06--0664)
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4-10-06 . ComEd filed a seeond petition for direct review in the Second District (No.

2--06--0381)

_Ameren s Appeal filed in the Fourth District:

_-24-06 : ICC ﬁled the Ameren order and served it on the partxes
1-26-06 'Am'eren filed its application for rehearing in the ICC
2-8-06 B ~ ICC denied Ax.tteren's‘ application fer-‘rehearing _
2906 Ameren fled a petiton for direct review in the Fourth District (No. 406~
o o11s) ) | |
_2-2?;—06  State and other parties filed applications for rehearing irt the ICC
3.13-06 = | ICC dlsposed of the last pending appltcation for reheanng
3-16-06 ‘ State filed a petltlon for direct review in the Fu'st District (No. 1--06-~0663)_

t)n March 23, 2006, ComEd moved to transfer the State's appe_al of the ComEd order to the

Second District, where ComiEd ad previously filed its appeal. Simillrly, Ameren moved to transfer

7 the_ State's appeaf ef the Ameren order to the Fourth District; where Ameren had previously filed its
- app‘ea] ! The- State defeﬂded-both transfer motions by arguieg. that the appeals ﬁled by ComEd and
Ameren i m the Second and Fourth Districts respectwely were premature and, therefore pursuant to |

section 10--201(&) of the Public Utilities Act (Act) (220 ILCS 5/ 10--201(a) (West 2004)), the First

~

'These transfer motions also requested the transfer of other parties' appeals of the ComEd and
Ameren orders filed in the First District after ComEd and Ameren filed their appeals- in the Second

-and Fourth Districts.
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~ District was the first appellate court to attain jurisdidtioﬂ; The Fimt District granted both transfer
* 'motions. | | | | |
| | IL ANALYSIS
_ _ A Motions to Dismiss - '
On Iune 13, 2006, in the Fourth District, the State filed a motion styled “Motmn by the People

“of ‘the State of Hlinois to Dismiss Appeal No. 4~-06--0} 18 for Lack of Jurisdiction and to Transfer
AppeaI Nos 4--06--0392 4-06-0393 and 4--06--0391 to the Court that has Exc]uswe Jurisdiction
Over these Appea}s " On June 14, 2006, m thls court, the State filed a motion styled "Motion by the o
. 'People of the State of Tllinois to Dismiss Appeal No. 2—-(_}6--(}'149 for Lack of Jttnsdlctlon and to
Tra'nsfet Appeal Nos. '2--66--0381, 1--06~-0664, 13-66-«0853, 1~-06--0859, 1-;06-;0576 and 1--06--
0966 to the Court that has Exclusive Jurisdition Over these Appeals.” | |
| " In su[:tport of those t;brtions bfits r_ttotions seeking ctignﬁssal of appeal Nos. 2--06--0149 and
. 4_.06--01'13, the State points out t!tat .Suprenie Court Rule 335 authorizes dlrectrevxewby the -~
appeﬂate‘ court of administrative arders am.t that subsection (i) of that m]e speciﬁés that, "[i]nsofar
Aas appropnate the prowsaons of Rules 301 through 373 (except for Rule 326) are apphcable to
- praceedmgs under this rule " 1551 2d R 335(1) In addmon, the. State notes that Rule 303(&){1) ‘
provxdes that "the notice of appeal must be filed *** mttun 30 days after the entry of the final
Judgment appealed ﬁ'om, or, if a nmely post—tnal motion dtrected against the judgment is filed, ***
within 30 days aﬂea' the entry of the orde{ dlspomng of the last 'pentimg post-_]udgtuemt motion
directed against that judémen " Official Repotts Advance Sheet No. 22 (October 26, 2065), R

' 303(a)(1), eff, January 1, 2006. The State further notes that Rule 303(a)(2) provides: -

-13-
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"When a t:lmely post-]udgmem motion has been ﬁ]ed by any a party *%% g notice of

appeal ﬁled before the entry of the order d15posmg of the last pendmg post-]udgment motion

shall have 10 effect and shall be withdrawn by the party who filed it, by mioving for dismissal

pursuant to Rﬁle 309. This is S0 whethef the fimely pdst-judgfnent motion was ﬁleti before

or after the date on which the notice of appeal was ﬁled " ]55 Ill 2d R. 303(a)(2) |

The State mamtams that ComEd 8 and Ameren's February 0. 2006, petitions for review were filed

beforg the ICC denied the last pending applications for rehearing and, therefore, did not have the

effect of conferring jurisdiction on the.appellé.'te court. Consequently, the State concludes that we
must dismiss appeal Nos. 2--06—-0149 and 4--06--0118. |

| In response, ComEd, Ameren, and the ICC contend that ComEd‘ and Ameren sFebruary 9,

| 2006, petltlons for review were not premature because Rule 303(3) is mapphcable and sect:on

-10--201(a) qf the Act provides a party-specific right to fife a petition for review of an ICC declsmn,

following the ICC's ,rei_izsalr of that party's application for rehearing: N o
- "Within 35 days from the date that A Edpy of the order or decision sought to be reviewed was

. served upon ﬁ_ne party affected by any order or decision of the Commission refusing an

. 'application for a rehearing of any rule, regulation, order or decision of the Commissioﬁ,. C

including any order granting or dénying intgﬁm rate relie ."f""" any person or co;poraﬁqﬁ -
aﬂ‘ectgd by such rule, regulatipn, o;l'c_i_ér or decision,. may appéal_to the appellate court of the
judicial district in winch the subject matter of the hearing is situated, or if the subject matter
of tﬁé hearing is éitﬁ_ated in more than or;e district, then of any one ﬁf such districts, for ';her
pufpose of having the reasbﬁableﬁess or lawﬁﬂnéss of the rule, regulation, order or decision N

inquired into and determined.” 220 ILCS 5/10--201(a) (West 2004),
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Our supreme court's decision in Qmm of Cook, Cermak Healm Semg_.e;g v, Illmorg Sgt
MM 144 1Ml 2d 326 (1991) is corrtroihng on the issue ofwhether the "last -

pendn@ post-Judgment motion" provision of Supreme Court Rule 303 (a)(l) is apphcable to appeals —
from decrsrons of the ICC Q@M_Sm recogmzed that the Ninois Constrtutron confers 8
concurrent oonstltuttonal authonty upon our -supreme court and the leglslature to promulgate
procedural rules concerning drrect appellate court review of’ admnnstratwe deersrons Health | _
_smg_s_, 144 1II.. 2d at 334. ermak Hgg@ Services teaches that where the legrslature expressly )
exereises its authority to promulgate such rules, it may preempt a supreme court mle addressmg the
_same subject, _See Mﬂgﬁlﬁqw_ces;,_ 144 11 2d at 334-35 (statute wr]l preempt‘a‘supreme
 court rule where the statute explicitly sets forth 'a time p'eriod.for seekmg direct appellate; review of
E an ariministrative ruling). H‘oWever Cerm gjg. Health Sm ices instructs furthér tha't the leg'istaﬁve
enactment wrll be struck down where it " unduly infringe[s] upon [our supreme court's] constltutronal .. _
rule-malcng authonty " VM_S_emggg, 144 Ill 2d at 334, quoting ;@Mt_lm_g :
Hospital, 11211 24273, 281(1986). |
In applymg the teaclnngs of_ﬂ_gltb_&m we must ﬁrst determine whether section

- 10--201(a) expressly demonstrates the legislature's intent to preempt Rule 303(&)_'s provision that, n

the event that multrple partm file postjudgment motions dlreoted against Judgment, the penod for -
appealmg that Judgment does not begm to run until entry of the order drsposmg of the last pending
postjudgment motion. Sectron 10—-201(9 goes not expressly state that, in the event that multiple :
parties file 'applicetions for rehearing, a party wrshmg to appeal does oot ha\;'e to woit for the ICC to
dispose of all timely filed applicatione for rehearing. Section 10--201(a) does not addrees multiple

applicatione for rehearing but, rather, speaks only to the situation where a single application for
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rehearing is filed. We wﬂl not infer that the leglslatme meant for the 35-day penod to-begin to run
when a given party's apphcauon for reheanng is dlsposed of whﬂe another apphcatlon is pending,
where the legislature has not expressly so stated. See Qm Health Serv:g_gg, 1-44-111 2d 8 334.
{"This court w111 not lmpiy an appeal penod in the [Act] when the General Assembly ﬂalled to
expressly impose one"). Because the legislature d1d not express an intent to exercise its power to
promulgate a rule preempting Ru]e_303(a)(1-) s "last pendmg post-judgment motion" prowsmn, RJule E
303(a) is applicable here. Thus, ‘the petitions for review docketed as Nos. 2--06--0149 and 4--06--
0118 were premature under Rule303(a)(1) and, consequently, meﬂ'ectual under Rule- 303(a)(2)
Even ifwe wereto assume, g:gy_egdg, that section 10—201(;) does conflict with Rule 30_3 (a),

: eetipn 10--201(a) could not stan(-i.under‘separation of powefs principles. Acohﬂict between section

| 1 O-QZOi(a) and Rule 303(a) ®Md occur if we construed the legislature's failure to state thatla party.

- seeking to appeallis_'requil_'ed to wait for the last pending application for reheaﬁng.fq Be disposed ef :
before appealing as demcnstfaﬁn_g anintent to preempt the like-provision in Rule 303(a). Hoﬁ&&,
section 10--201(a) sointerpreted wculc_i "uﬁdyly inﬁ-inge ﬁpon our supreme court's constitutional rule -
making authority." Consumers @; Comga.nyl v. Illinois g;g‘ mmerce Comm'n, 144 T, App 3d 229,

- 236 (1986) (provision of former eection 10-—201(b) gltering the preécise point in t'ime-when appellafe -

court obtains jurisdiction m{er- appeal from ICC w'as an improper legislative.intrusion into .the

judiciary's censtit‘utional power aver apeeiiete procedure and pi'ac‘;ice). Although the Illinois

(;lonstitution does give the ]egslature the poﬁer to establish dire_ct appellate court review of |

_administraﬁve decisions (111 Const. 1 970, art VI, §6 ("{t]he Appellate C,ou_re shall have such powers

of direct re\;iew of administrative action as provided l_:x law" (emphasis added))), it confers upon our N

‘supreme court the authority and duty to "previde by rule for expeditious and iiiexpensive appeals". |
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(1ll. Const. 1970, art VI, §16), dur supreme .court has'demonstrgted its po'licyl of discouraging
| pieéemem appeals. soe Yugoslav-American Culturel Center, Inc, v. Parkway Bank & Trust Co., 327
T App. 3d 143, 147 (2001) (the purpose of Supreme Court Rule 304(a)is to discourage piecémeal
appeals in the absence of just reason and to remove the uncertainty that exists when a final judgment
i entered (;n less than all matters in the controversy); MMMMMJ 221
ﬂl App. 3d‘ 957, 963 (199 1) (fhe purpose of Supreme Court Rule 304 is to prevent piecemeal
-appeals) ‘We believe that if section 10—-201(a) perm:tted appeals while applications for reheanng
were pendmg before the ICC it wodd createplecemea] appeals Ifa party toan ICC proceedmg dld o
- .,uot have to wait until all the applications for rel_wmng were dlsposed of, and one of the later
| applications were granted, the same actiori _would. be pending in the appeliate court and theICCat
| ‘the same tl[[le This would Jmpede the constitutional mandate that the, supreme court prmnde
expedmous and i me:q:uenswe appeals Thus, any attempt m sec’aon 10--201(a) to preempt Rule
303 (a)‘s “last pending post-._ludgment motlon“ provision would frustratg the judiciary's abr_lllty to carry '
out 1ts constltutmnal duty. | B |
_ In support of i its position that Rule 303(a)(1) does not govern in this case Ameren cites
B gggp gigg, ight & Cok e Co. v. Jilinois Commgrgg QQm_mg, 175]11 App 3d 39 (1988), andgm |
Villagg pj:Dgljog, 250 . App 3d 130 (1993). In these cases the First District was faoed with
| situations where the Act (geogles Gas, 175 Ill._ App. .3d at 45) and the Ilinois Human nghts Act
| (Cano, 230 Iﬁ. App 3d at '134-‘3-5) contamgd time periods for filing direct appeals to the appellate
court, which pericds ﬂiii‘ered from the 30-day period in Rule 303(a). In each case ther court
- detern_lin_ed that the statutofy provision goyemed. Pgopr le's Gas, 175.111. App. 3d at 45; Cano, 250 -

Ill. App. 3dat 136. Neither of these decisions,' howév,er, lgndé support to Ameren's position that Rule
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- 303(a)(1)is mappllcable here. People's Gas and Cano are situations where the !eg!slature expressly
-exercised its authorlty to promulgate procedural rules on the time period for seekmg direct appellate
review of administrative decisions. In each case the First District held that the statutory time period
controlled rather than the 30-da§ time period in Rule 303(a). In neither cé.se, hqwever, was there a
odﬁtentién thai in so doing the legislature unduiy infringed upon our supremé court's rulemaking
_aufhority. As Such, in ngitﬁer case did the Firs;t District conduct an analysis as to whether the
législami'e, in establishing a margmally longer period w1th1n which to ﬁerfect a direct appeal to the
_appellate court than the 30-day period e'stéb_lished in Rule 303(a), unduly infringed upon our supreme :
* courts rulemaking authority, People's Gas and Cano are consistent with Cermak Health Services
in w‘hich our supreme court recognized that where the legislature explicitly states a time period within
‘which direcf apjaeilate feview must be cOmmeﬁced, .suc'h time peridd controls rather than the 30;day
pe_ﬁdd in Rule 303(a). Q_g_mﬂgglm_m 144 11l. 2d at 334. Because tﬂere was no issue as
to undue infringement upon our supreme court's mlemakmg authori'ty inngple'S Gas or Cano, these |
cases do not .aid‘ Ameren's position that Rule 303(&)(1)'5 "last pending post-judgmer_lt motion"
provtsmn is mapphcable A '

ComEd maintains that our supreme court in ng_ell Hospital v. Tllinois Hﬂm Facilities '
ﬂgn_z_niggm' ]24 I 2d 341 (1988), squarely rejected the State's argument. We disagree.
Condell Hospital is inapposite because there was né argument presented in that case that Rule
303(a)(1) contradicted or conflicted with the épplicable statute or the rules of the adm'inist_rative

agency. Consequently, in Condell Hospital, the supreme court did not consider whether the

legistature unduly inﬁ'ihg'edlupon the court's constitutional rulemaking authority,
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., Ameren asserts that when the First District, on Apnl 20 2006 grauted 1ts monon to transfer :
to the Founh Dlstnct the State’s appeal pending in the Flrst Dlstnct, it 1mp1101t1y and necessanly
re;e;:ted the State's _pos_utno_n that Ameren's petm_un for review filed in the Fom'th Dmnct (No. 4-~06~ .
01 185 waé premature‘ Ameren thm‘efore. conclu&es that we cannot diémiss its -aﬁéal'as premature,
because weare bound by the First Dlstnct s ruling under the law-of the-case doctnne ComEd makes
a slmllar argument with respect to the First District's order granting its motion to transfer to th:s court
the _Sta.te s appeal ﬁl_ed in the First Dlstnct. The ICC argues mm:larly with respept to both transfer
orders | | - o o | |
‘ The law-of- the—case doctrine generally provides that "a rule estabhshed as controllmg ina
' pa'rticular case wdl continue to be the law of the case" in the absence of errorora change in facts
o People v. Patterson, 154 Til. 2d 414, 468 (1 992) The doctrme however, memly empresses the |
practlce of courts generally to refisse to reopen what has been decxded, itis uot a hmlt on thenr power
Patterson, 154 Hi. 2d at 468-69 The doctrine encompasses botha court's exphcxt declsmns and those
made by necessary unphcanou Lg e Mgggf&mngr s, 303 Ill App 3d 219, 224 (1999) We . |
- agree that the First Dlstnct, in entenng its orders transfemng the appea]s pendmg inthe Fn'st District
- to the Fourth and Second D1stncts, did unphcxtly hold that the Fourth Dlsmct_had jurisdiction of -
: Ameren's appeal and that the Second District had ]unsdxcuon over ComEd's appeal and, therefom
. Vthat Ameren's and ComEd ] petltlons for dlrect review were tlmely inthose courts and not premature.
Nevertheless, under the law-of the-case doctnne .we are ot bound by the holdmg of our colleagues

in t,he First Dlstrlct

'I’he law-of-the-case doctrme bmds a court only where a court's prior order was fmal

* Patterson, 154 I1I, 2d at 468; Pe aple ex rel. Department of Public Hggh_h v. Wiley, 348 1ll, App. 3d
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809, 817 (2004) R_QM@_Q, 259 I, App. 3d 269, 273 (1994} Mggggﬂ 's Co m v, Vlttgno
RlBCl gngggg, g,, 12510, App. 34 1083 1087 (1984) Herethe unphclt rulmg of the Fn'st Dlstnct _
that the Fourth District and this court had _mnsdtct:on overthe appeals ﬁled byAmeren and ComEd, :
respectlvely, is tantamoum to the denial ofa motlon to d1s1mss for lack of jurlsdmtmn The demal
of a motion to dismiss is an mterlocutory order. Bail ﬂ V. Allﬂte Qﬂ opm ﬂt Corp., 316 1. App

3d 949, 956 (2000) M 218 Ill App. 3d 178 182 (1991) An mterlocutmy order is
one that does not dispose of all of the controversy between the partles I\MMM
Qg_gjg, 218 Ill App. 3d 1011, 1016.(1991). An mterloclrtory order may be mod:ﬁed or re\nsed by

a successor court at anyume pnortofmal_]udgment _MH.M. 04 lIl 2d 176 185 (1983)

' Towns v. Yellow Cab g,,73111 2d113 121 (1978), Therelsbutoneappellatecourt &m_ L

ge f-Roun ePar 1‘76 Il. 2d 82, 94 (1997). Thus, a pane] of the Second D:stnct of the
‘ Appe]late Court rewsntmg, during the course of an ongoing appeal, an issue that a panel ofthé Flrst
District of the same court nnphc:tly addressed in rulmg on the motions to transferls no different ﬁ'om
a successor trial judge rewsmng the mterlowtory, dBGlSIOIl of the trial judge he. succeeded. -
“Consequently, we reje?_:t the foregoing a.rgmﬁehts by Amerén, ComEd, and the ICC that thé law-of-
: the-;:ase doctrine precludes our :dishzissal df case Nos. 2——'06--0149 and 4-06--01 18.
ComEd argues that under Supreme Court Rule 315(b) the State's opportumty to appeal the
: Fn'st Dlsl:nct's transfer orders to our supreme court expired 21 days aﬂer those orders were entered.
We are mindfud that generally the failure to timely appeal from an mterlocutory order _of the circuit
court that i ‘appéalé.ble'zis of right renders that 'order_ the law of the case. | .Br@bﬁ rd v. Wynstone
| ws_g, 355111, Aﬁp, 3d 736,739 (2005); Hwang v. Tyler, 253 Il App: 34 43, 46
(1993); Battaglia v. Battaglia, 231 1. App. 3d 607, 615 (1992). However, this general rule does not
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apply to interlocutory ordefs of tﬁe appellgie court becausc:e' such ordefs are not appealable as éf right‘
. but rather, afe éppealaﬁle only by leave of the supreme court. Moredver, appeals of intérlo;:utdry .
' orders entered by the appellate court are not favored, and a failure to seek review when the nppellate '
: courl: s dlsposltlon of a case is not final does not constltute a waiver of the nght to present any issue
' _-thereaﬂer on appeal. 15511 2d R, 318(b)

Ameren aiso mwmwmm_m 2151H.2d 381,392 n.2
(2005) for the legal precept thata deczsmn of the appellate court may be reversed only by the Iihnms

Supreme Court. ﬂ_ does not, however advance Ameren's posman here, because _ﬂ_@ does not
: ) precluderthe appel]ate court from revisiting its own mterlocuto;y order. _

. Furthermore, even if the First District's traﬁsfer orders, and in tun its implicit holding, were -
appealﬁbld such that the law-of-thé—cﬁse doctrine were appliéable here, a reviewing court may Elepart

from the law—of—the—case doctnne if the court finds that its pnor decision was palpably exrcneous

‘ MMN&) 2-—04-—0515 slip op atS(AugustZS 2006)) Forthereasonsstated' o

: above, we ﬂnd that this exceptxon to the doctrme is applicable here.
Fmally, Ameren and ComEd cite the Umted States Supreme Court's declsmn in m son.
| "E Colt Industries, 486 U.S. 800, 100L. Ed. 2d 811, 108 §. Ct 2166 (1988), in opposxtlon 10 the
'- State's motions to dlsrmss. Thgy cite thsn anson for the proposition that the law—of—the-,case .
doctﬁne éhould apply‘- with even greater force té trans_fér decisions than to decisions of s:.tbsténtivé
.law (Cliristignson, 486 U.S. at 816, 100 L. Ed 24 at 830, 10!8'8.' Ct. at 2178). Nevertheless, the
Courtin M recogmzed that the law-of-'éh_e-.cas_e doctrine was merely a practiceof the ;::ourts

" and not a limit on their power, and also that a coordinate court could revist the jurisdictional decision
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ofa coordmate court where it concluded that the prior dee:sxon was clearly wrong M@, 486
. US. at 817 100 L Ed 2d at 831, 108 S Ct. at 2178.
B. Motions to Transfer Remammg-Appe_als to the First District. . |
Sectiora 104-201 (a) ofthe Act requires that the appellaieﬂlsﬁ‘ict that first acquires jurisdiction
) of'@ appeal from a decision ofthe ICC retain jurisdiction of such appeal and all further appeals from
thesame order 220 ILCS 5/1 0--201(a) (W est 2004). Because Ameren's and ComEd's petmcns for ‘
review were prematute theFlrst District was.the first appellate dlstnet of the Illinois Appellate Court
to acqmre jurisdiction over an appeal from the ICC's J anuary 24, 2006, orders. Nevertheless, our "
o supreme court's order of August 4, 2006 directs this eouxt to hear the eonsohdated appeals.
. Consequently, the State‘s tnotions to transfer are demed | | |
| oom CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing, the Stete's, motions to dismiss Nos. 2-06--0149 and 4-.-06--0'1 18 for
lack of jurisdiction are granted The petitions for review were filed in derogation of Supreme Ceurt
Rule 30'3(a)(1'), and were therefore premature and ineffectual pursuant to Supreme Court Rule
_ 303(a)(2) TheState smotlons totransfer Nos. l--06-0664 1—06--0858 1--06—0859 1-—06--0876
--06--0966 2--06--0381 4--06—-0392 4--06--0393 and 4-06--0391 are denied in view of our |
supreme court's erder of August 4, 2006. The remmmng consol:dated cause (Nos. 1--06—0664, 1 |
06—-0858, ]-A06--9859, 1--06--0876, 1--06--0966, 2-06-0381,‘ 4--06—0392, 4--06--0393, and |
4--06--0391) will proceed under case No. 2060381, | |
Nos. _2;-06--0149 antl 4f-06-Ol 18, Appeals dismissed.

GROMETER, 15_.1., and BYRNE, I., concur,
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